Introduction
Despite the widespread practice of crucifixion in the Greco-Roman world, most first-century authors were reluctant to mention the cross and frowned upon those who did.2 Cicero even forbade people to utter crux, the shameful four-letter word.3 "The very word 'cross,'" he said, "should be far removed, not only from the person of the Roman citizen, but from his thoughts, his eyes and his ears" (LCL, Hodge).4 Nevertheless, two contemporaneous writers -Paul the Christian apostle and Seneca the Stoic senator -not only mention the cross but also depict themselves as having been crucified. In an apology to and counterstrike against respective retractors, both authors employ the scandalous metaphor of the cross.
While scholars have often found great value in comparing Pauline concepts with Stoicism in general and the thoughts of Seneca in particular, most have tended to neglect this shared metaphor. Consequently, Pauline scholars seem to conclude along the lines of James Dunn: that the use of crucifixion as a Dodson metaphor outside of the New Testament was unheard of during the first century.5 As a result, scholars have had no significant foil by which to compare Paul's use of the figure -until now.6 As will be shown below, this comparison is especially ripe for the picking since both authors, writing around 50 C.E., use the figure of the cross in the context of an apology and in relation to fleshly passions.7
Therefore, this essay seeks to examine Seneca's metaphor of the cross in De Vita Beata and Paul's use of it in Galatians.8 I will first survey the apparent accusations Seneca faced and how he takes up the cross to silence his foes. In the summary of this section, I will discuss how Seneca's metaphor fits within his overall understanding of moral progression. Next, I will review what the apostle has to say about the troublemakers in Galatia and reconstruct the charges they made against him. Here I will also analyze the passages where Paul appeals to the cross in defense of his apostleship.
In the third section, I will compare the similarities and differences between the authors' treatments by placing them in an imaginary dialogue.9 Then in the conclusion, I will go beyond recording parallels to discussing what the unstated. The third party of this comparison that, due to the limits of space, will remain predominately in the background is the diversity of thought on moral progression in the first century. Admittedly, this investigation will be limited since it is unable to include such
